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CASE No. 8 

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION AND CONSOLIDATION OF THE FIRST- 
REVISER PRINCIPLE IN REVISION OF THE 1961 CODE. (Z.N.(S.) 1553) 

By Hobart M. Smith (Department of Zoology and Museum of Natural 
History , University of Illinois , Urbana , Illinois , U.S.A.) 

The principle of priority of first-reviser decisions is utilized in Articles 24, 32, 
69, 74 and 75 in connection with certain situations, but there are other situations 
in which that principle is of importance in practice or in theory. In at least 
seven situations is the principle of first reviser applicable, and these situations 
could well be presented in union in a revised Code : (1) choice among names 
of taxonomically simultaneous publication (Article 24) ; (2) choice of the type- 
species for a genus (Art. 69) ; (3) choice of type-specimen (lectotype or neotype) 
for a species (Arts. 74, 75) ; (4) choice of correct original spelling when for 
example several spellings were originally used, any one potentially correct 
(Art. 32b) ; (5) choice of taxon to which to restrict a nomen dubium (no covering 
article) ; (6) choice of taxon to which to restrict a name based upon a type 
subsequently determined to be a hybrid or intergrade (no covering article) ; 
and (7) choice of type locality restriction (perhaps implied by Rec. 72E). 

The desirability of rules covering No. 5 above has been discussed in another 
petition (1963, Bull. zool. Nomend. 20 : 44). Nos. 6 and 7 are discussed in 
the following paragraphs. 

Type-locality Restriction. No doubt the relegation to a Recommendation 
(72E) of matters pertaining to type-locality restriction was dictated by the 
needs for brevity and simplicity, but at least two situations not covered even 
by the present recommendations are of sufficiently common occurrence to 
merit attention either by expansion of the recommendation or by inclusion 
in a separate article. 

They are : 

1. Occasionally a type-locality is restricted to rather broad limits, as for 
example to the Hawaiian Islands when it was originally stated Pacific Ocean. 
A subsequent reviser who desires to narrow the restriction to a given island or 
place on an island should be explicity required to observe the first reviser’s 
restriction, not selecting a non-Hawaiian island, unless it can be shown that the 
earlier restriction is erroneous. 

2. Occasionally a lectotype or neotype is selected that is not from the 
same locality as that to which the type-locality has previously been restricted 
without reference to specific types. The intent that any restrictions of any 
sort be consistent with each other is covered by Recommendation 74A, but 
curiously no statement is made of the course to follow if one restriction in 
reality is not consistent with another. Presumably restriction by type 
fixation has precedence, because of coverage by mandatory articles, over 
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restriction by type-locality-fixation alone, since the latter is covered only by 
optional recommendations. A revised Code should not leave this question 
to answer by ambiguous inference. 

Hybrids and Intergrades. It is a curious fact that no mention is made 
in the 1961 Code of intergrades and only brief references to hybrids occur 
(Arts. 1, 17). It is curious because these are commonplace in modern taxo¬ 
nomic thought and because specific rules pertaining to names based upon them 
are necessary. For taxonomic purposes hybrids may be regarded as either 
interspecific hybrids or intersubspecific hybrids ; the latter are often regarded 
as “ intergrades ” but the two terms are not synonymous since non-hybrid 
intergrades between subspecies are Avell known as, for example, an insular 
population intermediate in character between (but not interbreeding with) 
adjacent insular populations on either side representing different subspecies. 
A clear cut definition of these terms would be useful in a modern Code. 

The greatest question posed by hybrids and intergrades in taxonomy is 
the fate of names inadvertently based upon them. A clear cut directive 
should be added to the Code permitting such names arbitrarily and irrevocably 
to be fixed with either parent population by the first reviser. 


Document 8/2 

NAMES GIVEN TO HYBRIDS 

By Ernst Mayr (Museum of Comparative Zoology , Harvard College , Cambridge , 

Mass., U.S.A.) 

Working with the Code last year, I discovered one disturbing omission. It 
relates to hybrids. Articles 1 and 17 clearly state that names given to hybrids 
as such have no standing in nomenclature, while names given in ignorance of 
the hybrid nature retain their standing. This unquestionably is wise because it 
prevents the confusing use of a homonymous name in the same genus. 

Unfortunately, Article 17(2) seems to have confused some authors and I 
know of at least one case where an author has applied the name of a species 
hybrid to one of the parental species when for nomenclatural reasons the name 
of this parental species became unavailable. Such a transfer of a name from a 
hybrid to one of the parental species seems to me highly undesirable and in 
conflict with some of the basic principles of nomenclature : 

(1) Hybridization is a potential form of species formation. This form of 
species formation is widespread in plants and may well occur also in animals. 
It would be most confusing if the same name could be used for one of the 
parental species and also for the descendant hybrid species. 
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(2) The type of the hybrid could not be used as " the standard of reference 
that determines the application ” (Article 61) of the name because this specimen 
does not typify either of the parental species. 

(3) A hybrid is not a composite, like a composite type series or an artifact 
but an indivisible new combination of genes, producing an individual which no 
hrst reviser can separate into its elements. 

For these reasons it should be made clear in the Rules somewhere that the 
name of a hybrid is of significance only in homonymy but not in synonymy 
Perhaps one should add at the end of Article 24b the following sentence : 

“ A name given to a species hybrid cannot be applied to either of the 

parental species.” 

If other proposals for changes in the Code are to be submitted to the 
Commission, it might be advisable to consider also the one suggested above. 


